NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY CONTROVERSY
None of these efforts yielded a satisfactory settlement, primarily because New York was uninterested in compromise and felt no pressing need to assuage the smaller state. When New Jersey attempted to involve the federal government in the controversy, through congressional mediation, and indirectly in a steamboat case that in 1824 set an important legal precedent, the results were mixed. In Gibbons v. Ogden, rooted in New Jersey's opposition to a New York steamboat monopoly on the Hudson, the Marshall Court quashed New York's claims to control interstate commerce. But the case had no bearing on outstanding boundary questions between the two states.6 Congress, moreover, refused New Jersey's bid for intervention on behalf of a boundary settlement.7
At least one historian, Herbert Johnson, has recognized the connection between New York's "exaggerated" notions of its own sovereignty in its general relations with New Jersey and the specific points surrounding the steamboat case. Although New York infrequently acted on its formal claims to sovereignty up to the high water mark on the New Jersey shore, it continued to assert them in negotiations and various public forums. New York also occasionally The essential reasonableness of the settlement was reflected in the lack of complaint or bragging on either side. Several New Jersey partisans grumbled that the case should have been carried to conclusion before the Supreme Court, but the general attitude expressed was relief. In New York, Governor Marcy's annual message in 1834 offered a terse endorsement of the settlement, arguing that it was "compatible with our honor and our interest." 37 
